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Although traditional behavioral decision theory as applied to negotiation sheds light
on some of the barriers encountered in negotiations, it does not fully account for many
of the difficulties and failures to reach settlement in ideologically based disputes. In
this article we identify a number of factors that differentiate ideologically based
negotiations from other types of negotiations and advance a perspective that takes
into account the value-laden and institutional contexts in which they occur. We
illustrate our ideas by applying them to the organizationally relevant example of

environmental disputes.

It has been nearly two decades since the de-’

cision analytic approach to negotiations (Raifiq,
1982; see also Neale & Bazerman, 1991) altered
the way scholars and practitioners think about
negotiations and dispute resolution. Proponents
of this approach assert that most negotiation
situations are not fixed sum in nature, with each
party vying to gain the largest share of a finite
amount of resources. Instead, they emphasize
the need to move away from purely distributive
models of interaction by realizing the potential
for integrative settlements that maximize the
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amount of available resources to be divided
among all of the involved parties. Proponents
also recognize that people frequently squander
valuable opportunities for joint gain by making
faulty assumptions about the other party’s inter-
ests (Thompson & Hastie, 1990) or by relying
upon the use of flawed judgment heuristics and
eognitive biases. Pareto inferior outcomes are
the product of systematic judgmental biases
that can impede individuals' optimal negotia-
tion strategies. These psychological obstacles to
dispute resolution—including the mythical
fixed pie, the incompatibility bias, reactive de-
valuation, escalation of commitment, reference
point effects, ignoring the cognitions of others,
and overconfidence (see Bazerman, Curhan,
Moore, & Valley, 2000, for an in-depth discussion
of these biases and how they play out in nego-
tiation contexts}—impede effective dispute res-
olution in many contexts. In this article we ar-
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gue that traditional behavioral decision theory
(BDT), while helping us understand inefficien-
cies in negotiation, does not fully explain fail-
ures in a special class of disputes, which we call
“ideologically based disputes.”

Ideologically based disputes, such as those
involving societal issues (e.g., environment,
gender equity, civil rights, abortion, and pover-
ty). are conflicts in which one or more parties
represent, or believe they represent, deeper
ideological values. We argue that ideologically
based negotiations have a number of factors
that differentiate them from other types of nego-
tiations. Although the decision analytic litera-
ture often can identify the presence of biases, it
is our contention that it cannot fully account for
the sources of failure in ideologically based ne-
gotiations. We argue that in ideologically based
negotiations, analysis must include the influ-
ence of certain contextual factors that encour-
age and enhance barriers and impediments to
optimal outcomes. Specifically, we identify two
interrelated contextual mechanisms—individ-
ual values and social institutions—as barriers
that impede negotiations. We contend that it is
important to take into account the cultural, so-
cial, institutional, and value-laden contexts in
which these real-world decisions are made and
negotiations are conducted in order to fully un-
derstand this class of disputes.

First, we argue that ideologically based nego-
tiations difter from other types of negotiations in
that they invoke value system biases. Values as
barriers are present to varying degrees in all
ideologically based debates (see Greenhalgh,
1986). Value systems affect these negotiations
via self-enhancement, self-identity, and self-
perception mechanisms on the part of the indi-
vidual. On such ideological levels, parties may
be unwilling to collaborate, believing that mu-
tually beneticial outcomes will require tradeoffs
and compromises that strike at the core of their
moral identity.

Second, we argue that institutional factors
perpetuate these barriers and must be consid-
ered in any attempt to achieve optimal out-
comes. The conilicting interests in ideologically
based disputes invoke broader debates in insti-
tutional arenas, such as government regulation
and religious doctrine. Institutions affect these
negotiations via regulative, normative, and cog-
nitive mechanisms (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983;
Scott, 1995). Value systems are institutionally
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influenced, and overcoming the barriers they
create will require an alteration of 'our social
structures—not just our individual biases.

We do not believe that the traditional BDT is
incorrect in any fundamental sense or that it is
no longer useful. However, for ideologically
based issues, we argue that understanding
value and institutionally based biases is critical
for resolving contemporary social debates.
While theorists have used BDT (Bazerman,
Moore, & Gillespie, 1999) and institutional per-
spectives (Bazerman & Hofiman, 1999; Hoffman
& Ventresca, 1999) to try to better understand
ideologically based conflict in the environmen-
tal domain, in our approach we merge these
ideas by uniting the psychology of decision
making with the sociology of human action. Also
unique to ideologically based debates is the
role of constituent groups who seek to drive in-
gtitutional change based on value objectives
rather than material interests. Values create,
sustain, and change institutions in these are-
nas. Furthermore, institutions have a powertul
influence on the formation and perpetuation of
values within these constituent groups and in
society in general. Thus, there is a strong recip-
rocal relationship between these two classes of
barriers. By highlighting and drawing links be-
tween these two domains, we wish to deepen
our understanding of ideologically based nego-
tiations and extend the traditional BDT frame-
work.

Finally, in this paper we primarily use the
environmental domain to illustrate our ideas.
Environmental negotiations are conilicts in
which one or more parties represent, or believe
themselves to represent, the interests of the en-
vironment. The reason for our choice is that en-
vironmental negotiation is one type of ideologi-
cally based conflict that is highly relevant to
organizations. Its relevance is illustrated, for ex-
ample, by the debate over global climate
change—a debate having implications for virtu-
ally every industrial sector in the U.S. economy
since, according to the U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency and the Census Bureau Interna-
tional Data Base, the United States is presently
the world's largest emitter of greenhouse gases
(Hoffman, 1998; Reukin, 2001). Controls on green-
house gas emissions will translate fundamen-
tally into controls on energy generation and con-
sumption, thus affecting energy-dependent
industries, including both those in the energy
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field (e.g., electric utility, transportation, mining,
oil, and coal companies) and those that use en-
ergy heavily (e.g.. paper and allied chemical
products, iron and steel manufacturing, petro-
leum refining, aluminum production, chemical
manufacturing, and cement manufacturing). In
addition, environmental disputes have certain
characteristics that are common among all ideo-
logically based debates (i.e., the role of value
systems and institutional forces).

In the study and analysis of organizational
theory, there is a growing interest in under-
standing the dynamics of ideologically based
disputes as businesses and other organizations
find themselves increasingly affected by
broader social issues, such as global concem for
human rights and working conditions, global
warming, and the depletion of natural resources
on which many industries depend. We wish to
uncover contextual reasons for the persistence
of cognitive biases in ideologically based con-
texts inhibiting the search for creative solutions
that make multiple parties better off. Here we
discuss how those biases take shape and how
they can shield public debate on such issues as
the environment from the pursuit of opportuni-
ties for mutual gain and optimal outcomes.

VALUES AS BARRIERS

An important way in which ideologically
based conflicts differ from other types of conflict
studied most often by behavioral negotiatior
theorists is the extent to which they involve core
values and ideological beliefs. In contrast to
other negotiation domains, such as simple eco-
nomic exchanges like commodity purchases, the
issues in ideologically based conflicts are very
closely associated with negotiators’ identities.
Individuals' positions in ideologically based ne-
gotiation typically emerge from beliefs at the
core of who they are—what they believe about
the reality of world, how the world behaves, and
what fundamental rights people have; their no-
tions of justice; and what they think is right and
wrong. Social psychologists argue that values,
as central elements of the “self,” can serve one
of three different mechanisms: self-enhance-
ment, the furthering of one’s own interests; self-
identity, the expression of oneself to the self and
others; and self-perception, a process whereby a
person learns about his or her values by per-
ceiving behaviors. In the sections below we con-
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sider how all three self-value mechanisms may
affect the processes and outcomes of ideologi-
cally based conflicts.

Values and Seli-Enhdncement

A number of scholars have argued that people
involved in conflict are concerned with fairness
(Adams, 1965; Bies & Moag, 1986; Deutsch, 1985;
Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1986; Thibaut &
Watker, 1975). A robust finding emerging from
the literature on fairness, however, reveals that
people are self-serving in their judgments of
fairness. Perhaps most striking is the fact that
people seem to be completely unaware that
their judgments of fairness are biased in a seli-
serving fashion (Allison & Messick, 1990; Bab-
cock & Loewenstein, 1997; Babcock, Loewen-
stein, Issacharoff, & Camerer, 1995; Messick,
1993; Messick & Rutte, 1992). This is true for a
number of reasons, not the least of which is that
self-serving interpretations of fairness take on
several expressions, ranging from the biased
selection of information that favors the self
to the discounting of information that favors
others.

Notions of fairness stem from individuals’ ba-
sic values and often play an important role in
negotiation (Camerer & Loewenstein, 1993; Pil-
lutla & Murnighan, 1995, 1996). Fairness is a
value that forms the logic for the resolution of
many disputes, environmental or otherwise.
Theoretically, fairness should serve the inter-
ests of justice by reigning in the powerful motive
of self-interest (Messick & Sentis, 1983). How-
ever, there is strong evidence that the principle
of fairness tends to be applied in self-serving
ways (Babcock et al., 1995; Thompson & Loewen-
stein, 1992; Wade-Benzoni, Tenbrunsel, & Bazer-
Jnan, 1996, 1997). Interpretations of fairness that
are biased in a manner favoring the individuals
making the judgments are referred to as “ego-
centric.” People justify their assessment of fair-
ness by changing the importance of attributes
affecting what is fair (Diekmann, Samuels, Ross,
& Bazerman, 1997). In negotiation situations,
people tend to judge that it is fair for them to
have more of whatever resource is being allo-
cated than an independent adviser would judge.

Egocentric interpretations of lairness act as a
barrier to resolution of conflict in many negoti-
ation contexts (Babcock et al., 1995; Thompson &
Loewenstein, 1992; Wade-Benzoni et al., 1996) by
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preventing parties from reaching a consensus
about what is fair. In ideologically based dis-
putes, however, egocentrism takes on a more
virulent form, because seli-interest does not
simply stem from ego enhancement and mone-
tary gain but from one’s association with funda-
mental values. Fundamental values represent
core belief systems, which people seek to ad-
vance, protect, and maintain. Beliefs about what
is fair in ideologically based conflicts emerge
from moral beliefs, which are deeply ingrained,
hard to change, and associated with powerful
emotions. In addition, ouicomes are tied to is-
sues of high importance, and, thus, there is
much at stake. Under such circumstances it is
difficult for individuals to engage in role per-
spective taking (i.e., trying to see the situation
from the other party’s point of view), which has
been shown to help mitigate egocentrism
(Bazerman & Neale, 1982; Neale & Bazerman,
1983).

One aspect of environmental conflicts that ex-
acerbates egocentrism is the great amount of
uncertainty surrounding environmental prob-
lems. Often, there is uncertainty about how or to
what degree human intervention will affect the
environment. For example, biologists suspect
that manmade chemicals were the cause of the
deformation of frogs in lakes around the United
States in the mid 1980s, but uncertainty remains
(Kaiser, 1997). In addition, much real-world eco-
logical debate concerns the definition of "safe”
levels of resource use, such as the question of
how many fish can be harvested from the
world’'s oceans without destroying the ability of
fish populations to sustain themselves. It is
rarely clear what levels of resource exploitation
will not endanger future access to the resource
(Messick, 1991). Parties involved in environmen-
tal negotiations often have trouble agreeing on
such basic items as the extent to which a prob-
lem exists and the urgency of developing some
sort of jointly negotiated response (Rubin, 1993).
When there is uncertainty about how resources
should be allocated, there is more “room” for the
egocentric bias to form (Bazerman, Wade-
Benzoni, & Benzoni, 1996; Kunda, 1990; Wade-
Benzoni et al., 1996, 1997). Given the prevalence
of egocentrism in situations imbued with uncer-
tainty, egocentrism is apt to be very problematic
in environmental negotiations.
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Values and Self-Identity

4

In addition to serving seli-interests, values
also define the self. A large body of literature in
social psychology indicates that people identify
themselves with particular groups and, hence,
define their identities via their social relation-
ships with other groups and institutions (Tajtel
& Turner, 1986). In this sense, individuals seek to
construct their own identities and communicate
or project these identities to others. Ideologi-
cally based conflicts involve issues that people
consider to be more central to self-identity than
do most other conflicts. For example, many peo-
ple believe that the natural environment was
created by a divine entity (i.e., God). Even
among environmentalists who are agnostic, no-
tions of nature and "Mother Nature” can take on
a quasi-religious element. These spiritual ele-

“ments drive, at least in part, feelings of sacred-

ness toward the environment.

The more central values are to individuals'
identities, the more "sacred” issues associated
with those values become. For example, if a
self-defined “environmentalist” negotiates ifree
tickets on an airline when his luggage is lost,
the negotiation does not reflect on his seli-
identity; however, when this person negotiates
with a local developer to protect a wildlife ref-
uge, his core self-identity becomes involved in
the negotiation. To the extent that confilicts in-
volve people’s core values and beliefs, people
will be more emotional, less able to think in an
integratively complex fashion, and less likely to
conceive or consider tradeoifs on issues involv-
ing those core values (Tetlock, Kristel, Elson,
Green, & Lerner, 2000; Thompson & Gonzalez,
1997). People will be more rigid and single
minded in their argument content and style. To
the extent that these issues are viewed as “sa-
cred,” people are more likely to be willing to
defend these values at any cost (Tetlock et al.,
2000).

People make tradeoffs and place monetary
value on sacred issues in a more or less routine
manner (see Tetlock, Peterson, & Lerner, 1996).
However, they do not cognitively or emotionally
understand their behavior in this way (Rokeach,
1973). When people are questioned or confronted
with what appears to be an inconsistency be-
tween their attitudes and actual behaviors, they
will vehemently deny that they have compro-
mised their values (Tetlock et al., 1996). People
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have highly elaborate cognitive, motivational,
and emotional apparatuses to allow them to feel
that they are being true to their core value sys-
tem. Consider, for example, a person who ada-
mantly believes in individual freedom, includ-
ing a belief in the preservation of natural
resources in order to safeguard options for both
present and future generations. Yet this same
person opposes a regulation that would ban
drivers from operating vehicles produced before
1975 (older vehicles produce the largest amount
of emissions), also on the grounds of personal
freedom. The simple truth is that it is virtually
impossible for people not to make tradeofis
-among core values (Rokeach, 1973), since
fradeoffs are a consequence of social existence
(Tetlock et al., 1996).

It is in this sense that "sacred” issues are not
always sacred but, in fact, are pseudosacred
(Thompson & Gonzalez, 1997). That is, although
people profess a belief that issues are sacred,
their choices indicate that these issues are not
sacred but tradable. Explicit trades involving
sacred issues (i.e., those that are consciously
made, such as that which might occur between
negotiators or politicians trying to work out a
deal) can be considered “taboo,” while tradeofis
involving those same issues may become ac-
ceptable when they are hidden or are less obvi-
ous (Fiske & Tetlock, 1997). It is very likely, for
example, that the group decision to launch the
space shuttle Challenger did not explicitly in-

volve discussion of the benefits of on-time’

launch as measured against the possible loss of
life, but this tradeotf was nevertheless implicit
in the choice (Vaughan, 1997).

Values and Self-Perception

We have discussed the role that values play
in serving self-interests and in defining the self.
Another role values play is in self-perception, in
that they allow the individual to infer what he or
she cares about. We derive our treatment here
from Bem's (1967) seminal work on self-percep-
tion. In its purest form seli-perception theory
states that individuals have limited knowledge
about their own values and that they infer,
rather than directly know, their value systems.
According to this theory, behaviors exert a pow-
erful effect on attitudes and self-perceptions. It
is beyond the scope of our article to review the
large body of literature on self-perception, but

psychology of action is relevant to our treatment
of ideologically based negotiations.

There is an asymmetry in ethical systems be-
tween action and inaction. We are held respon-
sible (or we hold ourselves responsible) for
harms that we cause through action but not for
harms that we fail to prevent (Baron, 1996). Sim-
ple utilitarianism holds that moral obligation
depends on expected consequences: we should
always choose the option that yields the best
expected consequences overall. However, while
utilitarianism makes no distinction between
acts and omissions, individuals' intuitions are
systematically biased to make this distinction.

People distinguish between harms caused by
acts and those caused by omissions (not acting
[Baron, 1996]). Ritov and Baron (1990) examined
how people make decisions to vaccinate. They
found that individuals were reluctant to vacci-
nate children to reduce their chances of death
from a flu epidemic if there was a chance that
the vaccine itself would kill a small number of
children (the lives it saved outnumbered the
lives lost). Subjects’ justification for this behav-
ior was that they would be responsible for any
deaths caused by the vaccine, but they would
not be as responsible for deaths caused by fail-
ure to vaccinate.

Other studies conducted by Baron and his col-
leagues (Ritov & Baron, 1992; Spranca, Minsk, &
Baron, 1991) have indicated a general bias to-
ward omissions over acts that produce the same
harmtul outcome. Baron and Ritov (1994) found
that the asymmetry between action and inaction
is typically found only for bad outcomes—
outcomes worse than the outcomes produced by
another option. This effect, called the “omission
bias,” is thus defined as the tendency to con-
sider harmful acts to be worse than equally
harmful omissions—as caused by the use of a

‘heuristic rule against causing harm (relative to

the foregone option) through action (Baron, 1996).
The results can be characterized as a rule
against “doing harm” (as opposed to “allowing
harm to happen”).

If people learn their values from the actions in
which they engage, then this omission bias can
be understood in terms of self-perception. Peo-
ple prefer to perceive themselves as individuals
who value bringing about good in the world.
When they engage in an action that causes
harm (commission), it is likely to challenge that
self-perception. As a result, people tend to
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avoid, where possible, action that will directly
cause harm. However, if the same harm results
from inaction (omission), then this challenge to
one's self-perception can largely be avoided. In
short, when we act, our action can challenge
what we understand our values to be; in con-
trast, when we do not act, we can avoid this
challenge.

We argue that the omission bias has the po-
tential to act as a barrier in ideologically based
negotiations. For example, imagine a set of en-
vironmental debates in which one side wishes
to save jobs and the other wishes to preserve as
many acres of old growth forest as possible. The
party looking out for jobs may be reluctant to
make an agreement that will result in the loss of
200 jobs in one area (saving 500 acres of forest),
even though it means a tradeoif that will result
in a gain of 1,000 jobs in another area (and a loss
of 100 acres of forest). This set of deals would
make both parties better off, but the economic
interests party would be responsible for the loss
of 200 jobs by making the agreement—while it
might not consider itseli responsible for jobs lost
from no agreement.

As another example, imagine that the size of a
gasoline tax is being negotiated. Such a tax
would benetit future generations and reduce the
burdens that have already been created for
them (e.g., the tax would help reduce pollution
and conserve natural resources). However, by
imposing a tax, we create a "harm” to certain
people in society for whom the tax would be a
burden (e.g., the financially disadvantaged who
must drive cars to get to work). Even though the
benefits to future generations outweigh these
costs, we choose to "do nothing” (i.e., do not
impose a large tax), because we feel less re-
sponsible for the harm experienced by future
generations as a result of our inaction than the
harm experienced by those of today’s world as a
result of our actions.

RECIPROCAL INFLUENCES BETWEEN VALUES
AND INSTITUTIONS

The effects of individual-level biases that per-
meate ideologically based debates cannot be
fully understood without a consideration of the
social and institutional context within which
they reside (Powell & DiMaggio, 1991; Scott,
1995). Ideological debates, more so than other
types of disputes, involve broad sets of actors

January

whose interests, objectives, and values tend to
expand and complicate the issues under dis-
pute. Centered around common issues (Hoftf-
man, 1999), institutions are formed and perpetu-
ated within groups of actors that become
"arenas of power relations” (Brint & Karabel,
1991: 355), in which dialogue and debate con-
struct the very definition of issues in the form of
rules, norms, and beliefs. They can be composed
of any constituent that imposes a coercive or
regulative, normative, or cognitive influence on
individuals and organizations (Scott, 1991), and
they set the context within which negotiations
take place and individual values are formed. A
negotiation between a logging company and the
government over logging practices, for example,
cannot be conducted without consideration of
the perspectives from environmental activists,
the local community, and scientific academies.

A factor common to all ideologically based
debates is the presence of activist groups that
lobby for social change based on value objec-
tives rather than strict material interests (e.g..
gender equity, civil rights, environmental pro-
tection, and labor relations). These social
groups connect the values of their cause with
their personal identity, creating a value congru-
ence that is a potent force for social change.
These activist organizations often have little
material stake in organizational output, yet they
influence that output through ideological activ-
ism. They become what may be described as
cultural or institutional entrepreneurs, driving
change in the norms, values, and beliefs of or-
ganizational systems (Fligstein, 1997; Troast, Ri-
ley, Hoffman, & Bazerman, in press). Hence, they
represent a link between values and institu-
tional forces in ideologically based conflicts.
This link can be both direct (e.g.. through face-
to-face negotiations) and indirect {(e.g.. through
the development of laws, industry standards,
and educational curricula).

There is a strong reciprocal relationship be-
tween values and institutions. First, consider
how values lead to the creation of institutions—
that is, in many cases it is because someone
values something that institutions are created.
For example, decades ago John Muir estab-
lished the Sierra Club because he valued the
preservation of the wilderness. Today, this organ-
ization has over 640,000 members and seeks to
influence social change on a wide range of en-
vironmental issues (e.g., land use and preserva-
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tion issues). Values also sustain institutions. For
example, one reason we have regulations is that
people value order and need the institution of
government and its laws to preserve it.
Institutions also influence values, both inten-
tionally and unintentionally. Institutions shape
policy, which is enacted through the law. Laws,
in turn, affect values since people view the law
in moral terms (i.e., laws influence what people
believe to be right and wrong). Institutions often
also directly appeal to the public in attempts to
influence values. For example, in 1994 freshman
Republicans sought to roll back standards on
environmental protection. In response, environ-
mental groups (such as the Sierra Club, the En-
vironmental Defense Fund, and the Rainforest
Action Network) mobilized significant public op-
position to this endeavor and, as a result, were
successful in stopping its implementation.

INSTITUTIONS AS BARRIERS

More than simply identifying the role of con-
stituency groups in ideologically based debates,
we must also consider the institutional rules,
norms, and beliefs that emerge from them and
define the appropriate way of perceiving the
world around us. Institutions create descriptions
of collective reality for individuals and organi-
zations: explanations of what is and what is not,
what can be acted upon and what cannot. As
new codes of conduct are established, the emer-

gent institutions reflect these evolving percep-,

tions, both as a source of empowerment (e.g.,
defining what they can do) and as a source of
control (e.g.. limiting options for consideration
[Fligstein, 1992; Jepperson, 1991]). More impor-
tant, attempts to redefine institutions must ac-
knowledge the inertia that exists within existing
institutional structures.

Institutions influence and perpetuate the bi-
ases we have discussed. Individuals are not au-
tonomous units able to define complex issues on
terms purely of their own design. They are
bound by the social influences embodied in
rules, laws, industry standards, best established
practices, conventional wisdom, social norms,
and religious docirine. These social influences
present cultural and contextual constraints that
can alter individual and organizational per-
spectives on social issues (i.e., values). In short,
in this section we consider how the obstacles to
effective decision making in ideologically

based conflicts are often institutional, not sim-
ply cognitive (Bazerman & Hoffman, 1998; Ember,
1991). By focusing on institutions, we can go be-
yond assessments of strict individual action to
question exactly what some of the sources of
those actions are. )

Institutions are manifested in three forms: reg-
ulative, normative, and cognitive (Scott, 1995).
Each form differs in the degree to which it is
visible and ranges from the directly coercive to
the taken for granted (Zucker, 1983). Regulative
(or legal) aspects of institutions most commonly
take the form of regulations. They guide organ-
izational action and perspectives by coercion or
threat of legal sanction. Organizations accede to
them for reasons of expedience, preferring not to
suffer the penalty for noncompliance (DiMaggio
& Powell, 1983). In responding to a regulative
institution, one might ask "What are my inter-
ests in this situation?” (March, 1981).

Normative (or social) aspects of institutions
generally take the form of rules-of-thumb, stan-
dard operating procedures, occupational stan-
dards, and educational curricula. Their ability
to guide organizational action and beliefs stems
largely from social obligation or professional-
ization. Organizations comply with them for rea-
sons of moral/ethical obligation or out of a ne-
cessity for conformance to norms established by
universities, professional training institutions,
and trade associations. In responding to a nor-
mative institution, one might ask “Given my role
in this situation, what is expected of me?”
(March, 1981).

Cognitive (or cultural) aspects of institutions
embody cultural values and frameworks that
guide our understanding of the nature of reality
and the frames through which that meaning is
developed. They form a culturally supported
and conceptually correct basis of legitimacy
that becomes unquestioned. Organizations
abide by them often without conscious thought
(Zucker, 1983).

Taken as a whole, the three pillars form a
composite set of filters through which important
issues are perceived and appropriate actions
are developed (Fligstein, 1992; Hoffman & Ven-
tresca, 1999). We now focus our discussion on
how these three forms of institutional barriers
can play out in the domain of environmental
conflicts.
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Regulative Aspects of Institutions

Legal standards provide individuals with
guidelines for acceptable behavior. While laws
can come into play in many types of negotia-
tions, they are more heavily influential in ideo-
logically based negotiations, since they affect
our moral and ethical systems and beliefs. In
addition, the law itself might be the issue under
dispute in ideologically based negotiations.

In the environmental domain, legal standards
can reduce destructive self-interested behavior;
raise consciousness about environmentally de-
structive behavior; and enhance the protection
of common goods, such as forests and clean air
(Plater, Abrams, & Goldfarb, 1992; Rosenbaum,
1991). It is clear that legal standards are often
beneficial and necessary (Easterbrook, 1895).
However, recent theoretical work and empirical
work (Tenbrunsel, Wade-Benzoni, Messick, &
Bazerman, 1997, 2000) highlight the fact that the
benefits of standards should not blind us to the
costs nor deter us from diagnosing problems
that may arise from «a strict regulatory approach
to problems that has become outdated. Regula-
tions are a force for inertia once institutional-
ized. If the context for which they were designed
changes, they can force organizations and indi-
viduals to engage in debate in outdated forms
and frames.

- One common response to identifiable prob-
lems in standard-based systems is to blame the
existing standard and suggest that a replace-
ment standard is needed (e.g., Kerr, 1975). Dys-
functional aspects of standards can interfere
with ideologically based negotiations—envi-
ronmental and otherwise—by causing individ-
uals to be overly focused on the standard itself,
rather than the purpose behind the standard.
Some theorists argue that the failure of existing
regulatory programs may be the biggest chal-
lenge environmentalists face (Anderson & Leal,
1991; Rosenbaum, 1991). -

For example, imagine a debate concerning a
pollution standard. On the one hand, a stricter
standard will allow less pollution to be emitted
into the atmosphere but will increase the eco-
nomic burden on complying industries. On the
other hand, a more lenient standard will allow
more pollution and cost less. The environmen-
talists in the debate argue to make the standard
as rigorous as possible in order to protect the
environment, while industry tries to negotiate
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for the lowest possible standard in order to keep
costs low. The result is positional bargaining, in
which each party tries to influence precisely
where the standard is set. Further, the positions
in the debate can be predicted by the partici-
pants’ structural position. Industry opposes en-
vironmental regulation because, in their view, it
“always” costs more. Environmentalists push for
stricter regulations, accepting that this will “al-
ways” cost more. The dispute becomes focused
on the standard itself, rather than the purpose
behind the standard, which is to protect the en-
vironment and not put companies out of busi-
ness.

An alternative solution that better meets the
interests of both parties (i.e., a more integrative
agreement) while getting at the purpose behind
the standard is prevented from emerging. Such
a solution may involve the development of an

- alternative compliance strategy or the use of a

different technology by the industry involved in
the debate. Innovative techniques for managing
the pollution measured by the standard, while
reducing overall pollution and reducing costs
for the economic interests involved, may never
be discussed while the parties are structurally
focused on debate over the standard itself.

Tenbrunsel et al. (1997, 2000) use a psycholog-
ical perspective to investigate the problems as-
sociated with standards, while not denying the
benefits. They propose that one of the main
sources of these costs is legal standards’ becom-
ing an independent force, taking on a life of
their own—leaving rationality, innovativeness,
and societal interests behind. These authors
suggest that suboptimal outcomes can result
from an adherence to standards and that this
suboptimality is due to a tendency for standards
to direct attention toward the law itself and
away from the purpose behind the law. Simi-
larly, Sitkin and Bies (1994) point out that legal-
istic procedures can undermine social goals by
fostering a superficial reliance on that which
has an acceptable rationale (i.e., meets the letter
of the law) over that which is socially rational
(i.e., meets the spirit of the law).

For example, through environmental regula-
tion, pollution historically has been institution-
alized as an economic and engineering re-
straint. Since its formation in 1970, the
Environmental Protection Agency has regulated
through a command-and-control format. That is,
industry is required to comply with strict tech-
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nology or performance standards. This type of
coercive structure creates an adversarial rela-
tionship in which industry, government, and en-
vironmental interests fight a battle over the pre-
cise level of these standards. Negotiated
solutions in which economic and environmental
benefits are mutually achieved are overlooked,
both in the establishment and implementation
of these standards. Citing this problem, a 1897
Mellon Foundation report charged that “the
[present regulatory] system’s priorities are
wrong, it is ineffective in dealing with many
current problems, and it is inefficient and exces-
sively intrusive. . .. The future system should be
results-oriented, integrated, efficient, participa-
tory, and information rich” (Davies & Mazurek,
1997: 48). In a similar spirit, the U.S. General
Accounting Office (1999) announced that the cur-
rent regulatory system is too costly and inflexi-
ble to deal with contemporary environmental
problems.

Hoffman and Ventresca (1999) argue that once
standards are written, program managers
within both government and corporations often
become constrained by rigid rules, which pre-
clude the search for creative solutions to newly
emerging and complex environmental prob-
lems. For example, the permitting requirements
under the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act restrict hazardous waste recycling initia-
tives by strictly imposing regulation on those

wastes once created. Any company that creates |
hazardous wastes and then attempts to recycle”’

or reuse them is required to obtain a hazardous
waste “Part B” permit for treatment of a hazard-
ous waste. This is an extremely expensive and
time-consuming process. In effect, the environ-
mental standard directs attention toward ap-
peasing or avoiding the law itself and away
from the purpose behind the law.

Tenbrunsel et al. (2000) argue that one expla-
nation for this misdirected attention is the cog-
nitive distortions that standards can produce.
They explain that standards may produce sub-
optimal outcomes because they act as a cate-
gory boundary, which distorts and hides the pur-
pose behind the standard. These quthors show
empirically how one mechanism—the number
of options presented to the individual—may in-
fluence the.observed suboptimality. As a result,
decision makers may be led to evaluate subop-
timal choices that adhere to a standard more

highly than optimal choices that violate the
standard.

" Tenbrunsel et al. (1997) also suggest that stan-
dard-based systems can change the incentive
systems for individuals and promote seli-
interested behavior that interferes with overar-
ching societal interests. Suboptimal outcomes
are the product of both unintentional and inten-

_tional actions on the part of the decision maker.

Unintentional actions may result from individu-
als’ "just following the rules,” no reward for cre-
ativity, a “use it or lose it” rationale, replace-
ment of intrinsic motivation with extrinsic
motivation, or a “no law against it” mentality.
Intentional actions include trying to "beat the

system.”

Normative Aspects of Institutions

Law is not the only realm in which institu-
tional biases permeate the framing of ideologi-
cally based conflicts. Institutional barriers also
become established normatively in the form of
educational curricula, professional standards,
and organizational structure.

Educational curricula are forms of socializa-
tion for future professionals. Embedded within
their programs and requirements are values
and beliefs. In the environmental domain, these
may refer to the relationship between the envi-

. ronment and human activity. In some cases, en-

vironmental issues are excluded from consider-
ation altogether. For example, despite the
mounting evidence that many companies are
finding ways to integrate emvironmental and
strategic considerations (Arnst, Reed, McWil-
liams, & Weimer, 1997; Porter & van der Linde,
1995), a 1998 survey by the World Resources In-
stitute found that “only 16 percent of [business]
schools report integrating environment into core
Sr departmental requirements, thus only a few
MBAs truly receive environment-business train-
ing” (cited in Finlay, Bunch, & Neubert, 1998: 7).
Another example is that undergraduate chemi-
cal engineering educators often focus on mate-
rial efficiency and yield when teaching chemi-
cal plant design. They overlook waste
considerations in cost factors or in reducing pol-
luting activities. Rather than an integral ele-
ment of plant design, waste management is
generally taught as a separate topic, not to be
integrated into overall design parameters (Hoft-
man & Ventresca, 1999).
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Even programs that incorporate environmen-
tal issues can perpetuate mindsets that inhibit
creative dispute resolution. In economics educa-
tion, for example, environmental protection is
generally treated as an "externality” to market
behavior (Cropper & Oates, 1992), and the poten-
tial for innovative integrative agreements is ig-
nored. Pollution is conceptualized as the conse-
quence of an absence of prices for certain scarce
environmental resources, such as clean air and
water. To trigger corporate environmental ac-
tion, economists prescribe the introduction of
surrogate or artificial prices in the form of unit
taxes, effluent fees, or, more recently, market
incentives to provide the needed signals to
economize on the use of these resources (Hahn &
Stavins, 1991). The underlying assumption is
that corporate managers will never find it in
their own interests to seek environmental pro-
tection unless the government imposes some
form of economic cost.

Professional standards are a continuation of
socialization begun by educational curricula,
which can also institutionalize values that in-
hibit creative dispute resolution. For example,
professional accounting practices generally list
pollution costs as a liability, not an asset on
balance sheets, even if the expenditure results
in decreased compliance and disposal costs or
in savings in other areas, such as improved pub-
lic relations, liability and regulatory reduction,
or energy savings. Individual managers are of-
ten shielded from incentives to seek more effi-
cient solutions to environmental problems since
environmental costs are lumped together as
overhead costs, not for the department but for
the corporation. For example, the federal gov-
ernment buys its buildings with one budget and
operates them with another. Any up-front cost
increases may be overlooked, despite their po-
tential for minimizing long-term operating ex-
penses and yielding short payback horizons
(Lovins & Lovins, 1897). In a similar way, most
corporations pay for energy costs out of over-
head expenses. So, while small incremental re-
ductions can yield large company-wide pay-
backs, most firms overlook them as individual
departments remain unaware of their economic
impacts and focus instead on investments that
increase output or market share (Brown &
Levine, 1997).

Organizational structure also can create bar-
riers to optimal dispute resolution. For example,
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over the past twenty-five years, corporations
have developed large environmental, health,
and safety departments to handle the command-
and-control system of environmental regulation.
This structure represents an established force of
habit, tradition, and power. However, reducing
pollution in the most efficient manner requires
collaboration between the environmental and
manufacturing line sectors. The manufacturing
line personnel know the process and financial
objectives, while the environmental statf knows
the environmental priorities and objectives. Yet,
traditionally segmented structures and respon-
sibilities may preclude such opportunities (Hoff-
man, 1997). Segmented staffs within the organi-
zation use different terminology, engage with
different external stakeholders, and justify their
initiatives using different metrics. In a 1995 sur-

. vey Arthur D. Little found that where main line

departments use measures such as return on
investment and earnings per share, most envi-
ronmental managers do not provide such eco-
nomic cost-benefit analyses on environmental
initiatives when attempting to gain budgetary
approval, To make the boundaries even more
impermeable, environmental managers often
use nonbusiness acronyms (Shelton & Shopley,
1895), such as pounds of toxins (POT), biological
oxygen demand (BOD), notice of deficiency
(NOD), environmental impact statement (EIS),
and life cycle assessment (LCA).

For example, in a collaborative case study
between Dow Chemical and the Natural Re-
sources Defense Council, it was found that the
failure to look beyond accepted objectives was
the primary inhibitor of the adoption of pollution
prevention initiatives at one Dow facility, de-
spite the projection that the company could pos-
sibly save more than $1 million a year by elim-
inating 500,000 pounds of waste. Since the
program was not required for the purposes of
environmental compliance, it was not of central
interest to production engineers, whose main
priorities were capacity building. In addition, it
did not appeal to business line personnel with
profit-and-loss authority, so, consequently, the
project was not implemented. These staff per-
sonnel were more interested in maximizing

profit for their business through yield improve-

ments rather than waste minimization (Greer &
Van Loben Sels, 1937).
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Cognitive Aspects of Institutions

At the root of these regulative and normative
aspects of institutions are cognitive belieis.
Ideologically based confilicts often challenge
the core of the cognitive elements of institutions.
This form of institution can be most resistant to
change, both for structural and individual rea-
sons. Structurally, regulative and normative in-
stitutions are the product of direct political in-
fluence. Cognitive institutions, however, form
through processes that are less directly con-
trolled; they form over time through persistence
and acceptance within social populations. Indi-
vidually, specific social actors may resist at-
tempts to tamper with this form of institution,
since they may underpin institutions in other
domains, such as regulative ones. For example,
many landowners in the American West oppose
endangered species protection on the grounds
that it violates the sanctity of the freedom to use
private property as one chooses.

A central example of a cognitive institution
that leads to barriers to dispute resolution in the
environmental domain is the persistent and un-
questioned belief that economic growth and en-
vironmental protection are largely incompati-
ble. The belief is that increasing stringency of
environmental protection “must,” by its very na-
ture, result in reduced profits for the firm
(Palmer, Oates, & Portney, 1995: 121). The as-
sumption is that this tradeoif is a "necessity” for

achieving environmental improvements (Wally:

& Whitehead, 1994: 4).

In this model of the debate, the existence of a
win-win or cost-free solution to environmental
problems neither makes sense nor is recognized.
By definition, the balance between environmen-
tal costs and benefits becomes a zero-sum
game. The win-lose perspective reinforces con-
frontational rather than cooperative approaches
by opposing interests in real-world conflicts
(such as logging practices in the face of endan-
gered species protection or utility operations un-
der increasingly stringent clean air require-
ments). Based on win-lose positions, economic
and environmental interests fight a distributive
battle over concessionary agreements, with
each side pursuing its goals by demonizing the
other. Environmentalists are perceived as insen-
sitively seeking environmental protection at all
costs and willing to sacrifice economic develop-
ment and human economics toward that end.

Economic interests are perceived as pursuing
economic growth at all costs, willing to forfeit
environmental considerations to increase profit.
With this mindset, joint solutions through coop-
erative decision making seem virtually impos-
sible.

FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

In the advancement of nearly any scientific
domain, there are three important areas of re-
search activity that are paramount to address:
the development of theory, the empirical enter-
prise, and the application of knowledge. Here,
we address each of these areas.

Theoretical Development

We have made a number of conceptual argu-
ments supporting the notion that ideologically
based disputes are qualitatively different from
nonideologically based disputes. Specifically,
the influence of two interrelated contextual
mechanisms—individual values and social in-
stitutions—must be taken into account in order
to fully understand failures in ideologically
based negotiations. We have largely advanced
our theoretical perspective based upon funda-
mental principles of social perception and be-
havioral decision theory, as well as institutional
theory. Our paper highlights the interconnec-
tions among these different theoretical perspec-
tives. The cognitive biases identified are em-
bedded both within individual-level values and
societal-level institutions. Furthermore, values
and institutions mutually influence each other.
We have only laid the groundwork for an inte-
grated theory that unites the individual with the
institution. In the future, researchers should ex-
Jplore these connections and think about how to
overcome barriers that result from these rela-
tionships.

One direction would be to explore the role of
faulty assumptions about the nature of the op-
position in ideologically based disputes. These
kinds of assumptions can emerge from biases
and mindsets that are created and perpetuated
by institutions. For example, there can be imme-
diate dislike of opposing parties on an interper-
sonal level based solely on their position on an
issue. In other words, there can be incorrect as-
sumptions about “the kind of people they are.”
Because of their position in the dispute and in-
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ferences made about their value systems, oppo-
nents judge each other's ethical nature, which
influences the perceived credibility, trustworthi-
ness, and legitimacy of the other party. This
additional level of conflict of a more personal
nature can serve to escalate the dispute and
lend further complexity to the resolution pro-
cess.

Along related lines, researchers could explore
the role of incorrect assumptions about the "ex-
tremeness” or "radicalness” of the other side in
ideologically based disputes. For example, gll
environmentalists do not endorse sinking whal-
ing ships or spiking trees as a means to protect
endangered animals. Similarly, all developers
are not cold-hearted animal and tree haters.
Both environmentalists and developers span a
broad range of “radicalness.” However, social
psychologists have documented the tendencies

of partisans to see the other side as more ex- ¢

treme and homogenous than is actually the case
(Robinson, Keltner, Ward, & Ross, 1995). When
each side assumes the other is more radical,
positional behavior tends to be reinforced, and
the credibility of the other side is questioned,
making negotiation proceedings more difficult.
We predict that partisan perceptions are intri-
cately linked to ideology. Specifically, we pre-
dict that biases in partisan perceptions are
stronger for ideologically based disputes than
for nonideologically based disputes.
Admittedly, our analysis of the social actor in
ideologically based disputes is highly cognitive.
However, to the extent that ideologically based
disputes touch on core values, they are also
likely to stir powerful emotions in disputants;
thus, it is important to incorporate the role of
emotions into this analysis. Research on the
psychology of emotion indicates that emotions
influence judgment (see Loewenstein & Lerner,
in press), suggesting potential avenues for tur-
ther research. For instance, research indicates
that if disputants are angered by the conflict,
they will be more likely to engage in risky or
self-destructive strategies (such as seeking re-
venge [Bies, Tripp, & Kramer, 1997)) than if they
are saddened by it (Leith & Baumeister, 1996).
Fear, like sadness, also tends to make people
less coniident about the success of dangerous or
risky actions (Lerner & Keltner, 2000) and is
likely to reduce the escalation of conflict. While
results of research on the psychology of emotion
are suggestive, turther study is warranted to
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understand the role of emotions in ideologically
based conflict. '

Empirical Research

Empirical research on ideologically based
disputes can be pursued via different para-
digms, including experimentation and field re-
search. There is a rich body of experimental
research that begins to identify some of the val-
ues-related barriers in ideologically based dis-
putes. For example, Wade-Benzoni et al. (1996)
found evidence of egocentric biases in the inter-
pretations of fairness specifically in an environ-
mental negotiation context. In a simulated so-
cial dilemma based on the real-life crisis in the
northeastern fisheries, the results showed a re-
lationship between greater egocentrism and

_ higher levels of harvesting.

A challenge for experimental researchers will
be to meaningfully incorporate valid institu-
tional phenomena as independent and depen-
dent variables. Tenbrunsel et al.'s {2000) recent
empirical work on the influence of environmen-
tal standards on judgments and choices offers
an example of how research can merge institu-
tional and cognitive perspectives. These re-
searchers found that standards exert an influ-
ence on judgments of proposed environmental
solutions that is independent of the extent to
which those solutions protect the environment
and that standard-based decisions produce cog-
nitive distortions, artificially enhancing the at-
tractiveness of standard-conforming solutions
over nonconforming solutions. This research
suggests that environmental standards, a regu-
lative institution, may lead people to value the
standard itself rather than the underlying goal
ot the standard, which, in this case, is environ-
mental protection.

Over the last two decades the field of dispute
resolution has been dominated by a decision
perspective (Bazerman et al., 2000). A by-product
of this conceptual lens has been a leaning to-
ward experiments as the common methodology.
Decision researchers would argue that an ex-
perimental context is often needed to obtain
measures of cognition in a controlled environ-
ment. This need for control may also be true for
the value side of this article. However, the need
for control, in comparison to the ability to cap-
ture the phenomenon, is likely to be less strong
for understanding institutional forces. Quite
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simply, it is likely to be very difficult to simulate
institutional forces in the lab. Thus, future re-
search on institutional forces in ideologically
based disputes is likely to be more fruitful it
pursued in real-world conflicts.

As an example, institutional analyses of the
rules, norms, and beliefs surrounding ideologi-
cally based conflicts could focus on how envi-
ronmental issues are culturally supported and
changed within social systems. Researchers
could explore why environmental initiatives are
introduced within organizations, as well as
what sources of resistance they encounter.
These drivers and obstacles could take the form
of the structural positions of organizations and
how they tend to determine beliefs about one's
own and others’ positions on these issues. They
could also take the form of patterns of speech,
language, and rhetoric that divide interacting
groups and inhibit their exploration of common
interests. These patterns of communication rep-
resent cultural frames by which interests within
ideologically based debates are formed, intro-
duced, debated, and acted upon.

Application

The mapping of barriers to effective resolution
of ideological disputes would be useful for de-
veloping training systems that could actually
improve the effectiveness of negotiators in con-
texts such as the environment. The more basi¢
field of negotiation has moved to respond to the
prescriptive demand for evidence that negotia-
tion behavior can actually improve (Thompson,
Gentner, & Loewenstein, 2000).

Institutional and value-based biases are often
perpetuated by a lack of engagement with those
possessing contrasting views. Lack ot experi-
ence with those whom individuals and organi-
zations perceive to be in opposition to the inter-
ests they possess can perpetuate positional
bargaining and suboptimal outcomes. Confer-
ences and meetings that bring together diverse
parties (such as representatives from nongov-
ernmental organizations, business, and govern-
ment) can help to expose and break down un-
productive biases through social interaction.
Via careful facilitation and mediation, individu-

-als can begin to see opportunities for mutual
gain, where previously they may have perceived
them as impossible.

Wade-Benzoni et al.
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Finally, wise negotiators or mediators must
consider how the sources of the interests in-
volved in the negotiation may reside in broader
social domains than may be readily apparent.
Before attempting to satisty a party’s interests in
an ideologically based negotiation, individuals
should consider how their actions may be per-
ceived as a challenge to the beliefs and values
that others connect with their religious, educa-
tional, and business communities.

CONCLUSION

Ideologically based disputes share many fea-
tures with other types of negotiations, but they
also represent an interesting and complex con-
stellation of unique characteristics, which we
have discussed. We have outlined the key bar-
riers encountered in ideologically based negoti-
ation that extend beyond those identified in the
traditional decision analytic approach to nego-
tiations. We believe our approach, which takes
into account values and institutions, provides a
better framework for understanding the dys-
functional and socially irrational outcomes in
many ideologically based disputes.

Hopefully, this article serves to help others
better understand why wise agreements do not
easily emerge in complex ideologically based
negotiations. The barriers to resolution of these
conflicts are large. However, an awareness of
these barriers is crucial to moving toward solu-
tions. We believe that the importance of ideolog-
ically based disputes justifies special attention
to their resolution. Society has a powerful inter-
est in seeing that conflicts involving social is-
sues, such as the environment, are resolved as
effectively as possible. We hope that the ideas
and research we have outlined can eventually
help to transform how disputants in ideologi-
cally based conflicts act in ways that make the
world a better place.
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